Special Case Hearing of Robyn Williams, held on 13 th March 2020. 

Finding decision by Assistant Commissioner Helen Ball 

"I have listened to the case presented by the Appropriate Authority and carefully considered 
the documentary evidence provided to me. 

I have carefully considered the College of Policing Guidance on Outcomes in Police 
Misconduct Proceedings, in particular paragraphs 4.16 and 4.19 as well as paragraph 1.3, 
which were brought to my attention. But I have also had regard to the whole of the 
Guidance. 

Paragraph 1.3 of this Guidance explains that each case will depend on its particular facts and 
circumstances and I have confined my decision-making to the particular facts and 
circumstances of this unique case, as I hope will be clear. 

I have in particular reviewed His Honour Judge Marks' comments in sentencing, noting that 
both the Appropriate Authority and Mr Boyle had drawn my attention to these. 

I have also had regard to the Regulation 45 response and to the submissions made on behalf 
of Superintendent Williams. I have had a number of cases brought to my attention, in 
particular the case of Khan and the case of Walker, and I have considered these. 

I consider that Superintendent Williams has breached the Standards of Professional 
Behaviour concerning Discreditable Conduct in that her conduct in being convicted of 
possession of an indecent image of a child and being sentenced for this is likely to discredit 
the police service and seriously undermine public confidence in it. Any criminal conviction is 
serious and likely to have an adverse impact on public confidence in policing. In this case, I 
do not agree that the circumstances of the conviction mean that I can set it aside when 
considering whether there has been a breach of the professional standards. 

Mr Boyle raised some other points which have not formed part of my considerations. Let 
me deal with these next. 

I have noted that the image and video were distributed to other people, some who viewed 
the video and some who kept it for longer than Superintendent Williams did. But I don't 
think what happened to them is relevant to my decision about what happened to 
Superintendent Williams. 

I have also noted that the Jury did not convict Superintendent Williams of the second charge 
but I do not think that the fact of the existence of the second charge and the acquittal are 
relevant to my decision. 

I have reminded myself that gross misconduct is a breach of the standards of professional 
behaviour that is so serious that dismissal would be justified. Applying that definition, I find 
the matter proven as gross misconduct. 

This breach is not merely a trivial lapse. Even the conviction and sentencing alone are not 
trivial, but I have noted that His Honour Judge Marks was required to make his own finding 



of fact in this case so as to explain the basis for his decision about the sentence he gave. I 
have given weight to this finding of fact and the sentencing basis when I considered whether 
Superintendent Williams' conduct was discreditable conduct at the level of gross 
misconduct - this is in addition to the simple fact of conviction alone. 

First of all, I have set aside that this was a sexual offence. All parties have agreed that there 
was no factor of sexual gratification here. I have not brought this into my thinking. 

I also accept that this was a single image, that had not been asked for and there is no 
evidence that the video was played or viewed by Superintendent Williams. 

But His Honour Judge Marks did set out that his interpretation of the Jury's verdict was that 
Superintendent Williams' assertion that she was not aware of the video being sent to her 
before Monday 4 th February 2018 was rejected by the Jury. He continued that he found it - 
in his words - "utterly fanciful" that Superintendent Williams and her sister did not discuss 
the video on the Saturday night and "equally fanciful" that it was not discussed on the 
Sunday when Superintendent Williams and her sister spent the day together. These 
remarks are of concern because they imply that His Honour Judge Marks found that 
Superintendent Williams was not telling the truth. 

Further, His Honour Judge Marks stated that the fact that Superintendent Williams did 
nothing about the video was a grave error of judgement on her part. This, again, is also a 
matter of concern. 


For all of these reasons, as noted before, I find this matter proven as gross misconduct." 



